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ABSTRACT

Millon (1969) has attempted to create a single theory of per
sonality from which the major varieties of psychopathology can be
derived logically.
dimensions.
ment.

This personality classification scheme has two

The first dimension has to do with sources of reinforce

In Millon's personality system, sources of interpersonal feed

back sought by the individual form an INDEPENDENT-DEPENDENT dimension.
The second dimension concerns styles of instrumental behavior, or the
manner in which an individual seeks to obtain reinforcements (an ACTIVEPASSIVE dimension).

These two dimensions (four sources of reinforcement

and two styles of instrumental behavior) combine to describe eight per
sonality patterns forming the basis of Millon's theory.

The construct

validity of four of the personality patterns proposed by the theory were
tested in a competitive task.
A pool of undergraduate males were screened with the MillonIllinois Self Report Inventory (MI-SRI) (Form P) (Millon, 1975).

Forty

individuals having the ten highest scores on the ACTIVE-INDEPENDENT,
ACTIVE-DEPENDENT, PASSIVE-INDEPENDENT and PASSIVE-DEPENDENT personality
scales respectively were selected as subjects.

Ten other individuals

who had taken the MI-SRI (Form P) were selected at random to comprise a
control group.

As part of a competitive word game, the subjects per

formed a task that allowed them the opportunity to display either an
ACTIVE or .a PASSIVE style of instrumental behavior and to select either

x

an INDEPENDENT or DEPENDENT source of reinforcement (feedback).

Results

of the study indicate that with the present population sample, test
reliability estimates <pf the MI-SRI (Form P) are low.
It was possible to statistically discriminate between subjects
on the personality scales selected.

It was further demonstrated that

these subjects performed differentially according to their personality
group assignment on pa^rts of the task devised to test Millon's person
ality dimensions.

A tyo-way analysis of variance indicated that the

task appropriately discriminated between subjects on the INDEPENDENTDEPENDENT dimension (j> < .001) but did not discriminate between subjects
on the ACTIVE-PASSIVE dimension.

These results offer partial support

for Millon's personality theory.

Several reasons for the lack of dis

crimination on the ACTIVE-PASSIVE dimensions are explored.

Implications

of these results for Mellon's total personality theory as well as clini
cal implications of identifying feedback sources for individuals are
discussed.

xi

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Classification|systems represent a way to organize miscellaneous
data and bring about understanding of groups of individuals or items.
Before recorded history, man found it necessary to create informal clas
sification systems.

Objects bad to be divided into edible and non

edible, friendly or inimical, useful or not useful, etc.

The distinc

tion for having set up|a logic of classes and a framework for classifi
cation systems belongs!to Aristotle.
The goal of an^ classification system is to discover a common,
simple or complex, attribute that could identify or define the class,
and then find objects c^r, in some cases, individuals who possess the
common attribute and subsume them under that class.

Taxonomic labors

are so central to science that philosophers of science have accepted
a priori the principle that:

"without classification there is no

science" (Dreger, 1968, p. 43).
Psychology and Ipsychiatry have attempted to use classification
systems to aid in the organization and understanding of human behavior.
In studying the history of classification systems in psychiatry, Menninger, Mayman and Pruyser (1963) point out that psychiatric nosology,
after modest beginning^, gradually expanded and increased in differenti
ation until it reached gigantic proportions (2400 categories at one
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point), then reversed the trend and progressively contracted to a more
concise system.

With each new classification system, there have been

ardent adherents and ardent objectors.

Szasz (1961), in The Myth of Men

tal Illness, questions the utility and validity of a nosological struc
ture in psychology and psychiatry— including even the single category,
mental illness.

However, the impetus for psychology and psychiatry to

create a satisfactory (reliable and valid) classification system of
human behavior parallels the struggle of these disciplines to become
recognized as sciences.
In psychology and psychiatry, as in medicine, classification of
individuals usually implies a diagnosis which indicates etiological fac
tors in a disease process and points to a course of therapeutic inter
vention.

The current Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Dis

orders by the American Psychiatric Association (1968) (DSM II) serves as
the primary taxonomic source for classification of psychopathology.
This text is largely the end result of a classification system initiated
by Emil Kraeplin in 1896 (Schneck, 1960).

Kramer (1968) discusses the

ninety-year history of this classification system, the reason and impe
tus for review of the system and the relationship and incorporation of
the system into the International Classification of Diseases.
Although DSM II is the major taxonomic source in psychology, it
has had numerous criticisms leveled against it as one manifestation of
an anti-classification trend in psychology.

Thorne (1973) indicates

that psychological diagnosis, quite defensible in principle, is often
looked upon as mere ritual, destructive or completely useless by many
psychologists.

In an attempt to show psychologists' waning interest in
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psychodiagnosis, Tolor (1973) analyzed the trend of published articles
on classification systems in five major clinical journals between 1951
and 1970.

He found that a definite decline in diagnostically-oriented

research articles had taken place.

Tolor (1973) interpreted this find

ing as pointing to the growing rejection of the diagnostic role on the
part of psychologist.

This finding seems ironic in view of a survey by

Smyth and Rezinkoff (1971) which demonstrated that psychiatrists and
other physicians view ability in psychodiagnostic testing quite favor
ably.

Tolor (1973) and others (Crary & Steger, 1972; Small, 1972) call

for increased interest in the diagnostic role of the psychologist and
suggest this might be achieved by revisions of current diagnostic
schemes and the creation of an American Psychological Association Task
Force on diagnosis.

The proposal also includes the warning that unless

current diagnostic trends are reversed, psychology as a science will
have difficulty maturing.
According to Frank (1975), investigating the precision of psycho
logical diagnosis would result in focusing research more sharply and
could reveal important truths which would otherwise be ignored.

For

example, Kiesler (1971) indicates that traditionally there has been a
quest for one system of therapist behavior and theory of psychopathology
that would produce personality change for all clients.

This he believes

has led to a "uniformity myth" that has accounted for many negative
findings regarding the efficacy of psychotherapy.

Without more adequate

ways of diagnosis, the ability of psychologists to overcome the "uni
formity myth;" i.e., fit different therapy modalities to different types
of clients, is severely hampered.

Rotter (1973) makes several points
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similar to those of Kiesler (1971).

Rotter's criticisms center on the

absence of a good theory of personality and difficulty in developing
diagnostic instruments designed to predict the effects of different
kinds of therapeutic interventions.

Thus far in psychology, therefore,

classification has pro\jen to be a nemesis and researchers' nightmare.
In short, it has become a "great clinical hangup" (Thorne, 1971, p. 420).
Criticisms leveled against the classification system in psychol
ogy (DSM II) can be brcjken down into two categories.

The first of these

categories represents empirical criticisms of the system or those criti
cisms based on researcl^.

The second represents logical criticisms of

the system and those criticisms concerning how the system was developed.

Criticism of Classification
System in Psychology
Empirical Criticisms
There have been[ several recent reviews concerning the empirical
problems encountered wijth the current system of classification and diag
nosis in psychology (Flank, 1975; McGuire, 1973).

In these reviews of

research on psychodiagnosis, the authors reach a common conclusion.
Generally stated, theip conclusion is that the empirical evidence weighs
heavily against the system of classification used in psychology and psy
chiatry.

In reaching this conclusion, Frank (1975) and McGuire (1973)

pointed to several particularly interesting studies questioning the sta
tistical properties of this system.
Schmidt and Fonda (1956) offered important findings on the reli
ability of the present classification system.

They asked one of a group

of eight psychiatric residents and another group of three chief
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psychiatrists to use tlje first edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual (DSM I) to diagnose 426 patients admitted to a state hospital
during a six-month period.

In order to obtain reliability estimates,

they then checked the bveraged diagnostic agreements among the residents
and compared these to tjhe averaged diagnostic agreements among the chief
psychiatrists for each patient.

They found that when patients were

classified in only thr^e major categories, reliability estimates for
residents and chief psychiatrists were relatively high.

The reliability

of diagnosis was .92 in the organic category, .80 in the psychotic cate
gory and .71 in the character disorder category.

However, when the res

idents and chief psychiatrists were asked to classify the patients into
the usual diagnostic c4tegories (i.e., the more specific subclasses of
the three major categories mentioned earlier) the authors found that
reliability dropped to .55.

In general, as the diagnostic categories

became more specific, t|he reliability became lower.

Beck, Ward, Mendel-

son, Mock and Erbaugh (1962), using experienced, board-level psychia
trists as interviewers, found reliability estimates between .63 and .38
when categorizing 153 Outpatients in six diagnostic categories reflect
ing two organic categories, two psychotic categories, a neurotic cate
gory and a character disorder category.

Zigler and Phillips (1961) in

an investigation similar to that of Schmidt and Fonda (1956) reached the
same conclusion; i.e., "so long as diagnosis is confined to broad diag
nostic categories, it d|s reasonably reliable, but the reliability dimin
ishes as one proceeds £rom broad inclusive class categories to narrower,
more specific ones" (p. 265).

Currently, DSM II includes 73 specific

organic categories, 29 specific psychotic categories, 11 neurotic
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categories and 53 specific personality or character disorder categories.
The studies cited above provide little reason to believe that the cur
rent diagnostic systemj is uniformly reliable and valid.
Since statistical reliability limits validity, studies such as
these in which high reliability has not been demonstrated raise serious
questions about the validity of the present diagnostic system.

Although

reliability has not behn demonstrated with DSM II, several researchers
have, indirectly adressed themselves to validity issues surrounding the
DSM II system.

Mische^L (1968), not limiting himself specifically to the

DSM II classification System, reviewed validity studies predicting indi
viduals' behavior on the basis of "traits" (constructs) assigned to
them.

The prediction <f>f behavior based on the "traits" of an individual

is similar to the diagnostic function of the classification system in
psychology.

In the conclusion to his review of these studies, Mischel

(1968) claimed that evqn when individuals are consistently assigned the
same "traits" either oh the basis of psychological tests or clinical
judgment, these "traits" are unable to account for behavior across dif
ferent situations.

This calls into question the usefulness of any taxo

nomic system in psychology.
In building a case against taxonomic endeavors in psychology,
Mischel (1968) reviewed literature concerning validity of clinical judg
ments, validity of predictions based on popular psychodiagnostic tech
niques and the validity of predictions made from simple self-ratings.
Although this literature is not directly related to the DSM II, Mischel
(1968) cites several iriteresting studies calling into question the valid
ity of any present classification methodology in psychology.

Horowitz
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(1962), for example, iik a test of clinical judgment of personality, com
pared base rate personality descriptions against the judgment of experi
enced clinicians and college students.

In order to obtain base rate

personality descriptions, psychotherapists were asked to describe their
patients with Q-sort ij:ems (derived from descriptions of current diag
nostic classification categories) to provide validity criterion.

Base-

rate predictors were computed by averaging the Q-sort descriptions for a
sample of these patients.

In order to obtain validity estimates, these

averaged descriptions as criteria were compared with the individualized
descriptions for the remaining people in the sample.

The mean validity

of the clinician's judgments when compared to the base rate personality
descriptions was .43.

In contrast, twelve clinical psychologists who

judged each case individually from biographic identifying data, plus
Rorschach Inkblot Technique, Thematic Apperception Test and sentence
completion test data, achieved only a mean validity coefficient of .32.
Sixty college students, from an introductory psychology class, achieved
a mean validity of .21 when each of them rated one patient on the basis
of biographical data only.

The difference in accuracy between psycholo

gists and college students, when both used only biographical information,
did not reach significance.
Finally, Mischel (1968) points to a study similar to that of
Horowitz (1962), Kostlan (1954), examined psychological tests commonly
used to serve diagnostic functions and investigated which of the most
popular data sources and data combinations permit psychologists to make
the most valid personality and diagnostic inferences.

For this purpose,

he asked twenty experienced clinical psychologists to serve as judges.
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Each judge was assigneji data from five outpatients in a large mental
hospital.

The data provided included a social case history, a Minnesota

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), the Rorschach and an incom
plete sentences test on each patient.
five conditions.
ing.

The judges worked under each of

In four conditions, one of the data sources was miss

For example, the clinician obtained the MMPI, sentence completion

and Rorschach but not the social history.

In a fifth condition, the

judges saw only a face sheet with minimal identifying information:
marital status, occupation, education and referral source.

age,

After the

judges studied and used the diagnostic data, they made their psycho
logical inferences abopt the patients on a specially devised 283-item
checklist.

These ratings were compared to two criteria of accuracy:

first, the degree of agreement with a panel of criterion judges who used
all four sources of clinical information and, second, congruence with
progress reports from the patients' therapists.

The validity of infer

ences permitted by the minimal identifying data (age, marital status,
etc.) exceeded chance.

Most striking, these inferences for personality

and diagnosis were not surpassed by judgments based on any other data
source or combination of data sources unless the clinician also had the
social case history.

In other words, only inferences from data that

included the social history were more accurate than those from the iden
tifying data alone.

The only source of information that could not be

removed without loss of accuracy was biographical data in the form of
the case history.
In summary, these studies indicate that clinical judgments based
on DSM I and DSM II categories, designed to predict behavior, are not
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enhanced by psychological tests or by professional training in making
such judgments.

Since access to psychological test data and profes

sional training presumably maximize a clinician's ability to make use of
the DSM system, failures to obtain valid judgments such as those noted
above must ultimately |aise questions about the utility of the DSM sys
tem itself.

As stated by Frank (1975), after reviewing much of the same

literature as Mischel (1968), "there exists a note of skepticism concern
ing the validity of our hypothesis that psychiatric diagnoses are mean
ingful and useful statements" (p. 81).

Logical Criticisms

In an attempt to promote the behavioristic view of abnormal
behavior which is critical of taxonomic endeavors in psychology, Ullmann
and Krasner (1969) reviewed on a rational basis the current diagnostic
and classification systtem.

They made note of several rational flaws in

the current diagnostic classification system.

First, they note that the

present system was derived by a group of psychiatrists who decided by
voting as to whether certain behaviors were pathological and were to be
assigned a classification category.

The psychiatrists then determined

via group consensus whether symptoms such as anxiety, bizarre ideation,
etc., were to become diagnostic indicators for each of the categories.
The creation of a classification system based on votes risks circumvent
ing empirical data and objective systematic clinical observation regard
ing symptoms and syndrbmes of psychopathology.

Even if such information

were considered, however, categories around which there could have been
much disagreement could have still been "voted in" if they received a
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majority vote.

Second, Ullmann and Krasner (1969) point out that sev

eral of the categoriesj described include symptoms that are mutually
exclusive.

For instance, they point out that a person cannot be mute

and withdrawn while allso verbalizing delusions; yet both types of behav
ior are considered to j^e part of the syndrome characterizing schizo
phrenia.

With this bejing the case, it is difficult to know which and

how many symptoms an individual must display before he or she can be
included in a particular category.

Third, the behaviors ascribed to

categories are noted tb be overinclusive to the extent that "the present
categories can be fitted to nearly all behaviors" (Ullmann & Krasner,
1969, p. 33).

This set of circumstances makes comparative diagnostic

statements difficult tb interpret and makes the concept of the "normal"
functioning person illusive.

Fourth, because some of the categories are

overinclusive in their description of symptoms, the current diagnostic
categories overlap.

As Ullmann and Krasner (1969) point out, "the diag

nostic problem is frequently not a lack of pathology, but rather the
presence of abnormal behaviors indicative of more than one category"
(p. 27).

With this bej.ng the case, a symptom complex like anxiety can

be indicative of psychpsis or neurosis, therefore, creating the possi
bility of heterogenity among members of a single diagnostic category.
On a practical level, difficulty in deciding whether a person would be
placed in one group or another is created.
the intent of taxonomic endeavors.

This is counterproductive to

Ullmann and Krasner (1969) claim

that once a categorization system with such rational flaws is in opera
tion, "the confusion of the correlates of categorization and the hetero
geneity of people eventually placed in categories leads to great
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difficulties in research and therapy" (p. 33), causing the advantages of
categorization to be lost.
In an attempt to better understand the logical difficulties
encountered with current psychodiagnostic classification, Weiner (1972)
pointed out inconsistencies between the methodology required in arriving
at diagnostic statements and the current diagnostic classification
scheme.

The constructs used in arriving at diagnostic statements are

dictated by various theoretical formulations of personality and psycho
pathology.

These constructs are varied in focus; e.g., psychodynamic,

interpersonal, cognitive, behavioral, etc.

Although these constructs

are intended as aids i[n the diagnostic process, Schneck (1960) pointed
out that the current diagnostic system is purely descriptive and not
tied to any single theory of personality or psychopathology.

Conse

quently, the diagnostician finds it necessary to make several inferen
tial steps between the constructs (theory) he chooses to use and the
diagnostic statement.

Weiner (1972) indicated when discussing these

inconsistencies between methodology at arriving at a diagnosis and the
diagnostic system itsejlf, that "the real question in assessment becomes
how many levels of inference lie between test data [observations] and
the conclusions to be drawn [classification] and how strong are the
levels of evidence linking these levels" (p. 535).

As Wachtel (1973)

and Weiner (1972) point out, this current set of circumstances increases
the probability of error in diagnosis since the greater the number of
inferential steps between personality or psychopathology constructs and
the diagnostic classification system, the greater the opportunity for
error to be introduced into the system.

Other things being equal, the
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best diagnostic scheme would be the one most parsimoniously derived from
a theory of personality and psychopathology.
To recognize the empirical and logical limitations of the cur
rent diagnostic and classification system is to be left with several
alternatives.
literature.

Two possible solutions are frequently proposed in the
The first is to eliminate diagnosis or classification of

individuals altogether.

However, according to Dreger (1968), this would

sacrifice efforts at maturing as science, fail to generate research and
fail to advance treatment procedures.

Kiesler (1971) and Rotter (1973)

likewise, assert that without more adequate diagnostic classification,
it would be difficult to advance treatment procedures and discern what
therapies might be best for different types of clients.

Gough (1971)

asserts that should classification be eliminated our perception could be
affected to the extent that there would be no "pathology" and no "nor
mal" condition.

A second alternative is to create several overlapping

systems of classification that are derived directly from different sys
tems of personality and psychopathology, allowing the individual clini
cian to choose for emphasis the most appropriate set of constructs in an
individual case.
diagnostic system.

Such systems could potentially encompass the current
This could be accomplished by defining a parsimoni

ous set of personality constructs from which a new diagnostic system
could be derived.

In creating a diagnostic system based on a parsimoni

ous set of personality constructs, the number of inferences required
between observation of a person and making a classificatory statement
about that person would be reduced.

This, in turn, would reduce the
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probability of diagnostic error in that system (Wachtel, 1973; Weiner,
1972) .
In recent reviews of the literature, Phillips and Draguns (1971)
and Spitzer and Endicott (1975) indicated a preference for the second
alternative regarding classification by calling for revisions of the
current diagnostic system.

They have proposed a pragmatic search for

new ways of diagnosis including setting up systems derived from a parsi
monious set of constructs and incorporating recent multidimensional per
sonality research into the creation of new classification systems.
Phillips and Draguns (1971) indicate that "the prospect . . .

is for the

coexistence of several classificatory schemes, all relative, with an
emphasis on their comparison and mutual translatability" (p. 472).

In

both reviews the authors make note of the growing literature on attempts
at improvement of the Conventional diagnostic system, on statisticalpsychometric procedures aimed at improving the current diagnostic system
and on new systems of Classification.

New theoretical schemes dictating

systems of classification have, however, been slow in development.

Millon's| Personality Classification System

Millon (1969) has put forth a nosological system intended to
avoid many of the criticisms of contemporary diagnostic systems by cre
ating a single theory of personality from which the major varieties of
psychopathology can be derived logically.
tion scheme has two dimensions.

This personality classifica

The first has to do with sources of

reinforcement or, in Millon’s personality system, the person an individ
ual turns to for feedback.

According to Millon, a person can turn
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either to himself, to others, sometimes to himself and sometimes to
others or rarely turns to anyone, for feedback.

Individuals who turn to

themselves are called INDEPENDENT; those who turn to others are called
DEPENDENT; people unsure whether to turn to themselves or to others are
called AMBIVALENT; and those who seek and experience few reinforcements
are called DETACHED.
instrumental behavior.

Millon's second dimension concerns styles of
This dimension describes the manner in which in

dividuals seek to obtain reinforcements.

People who manipulate and

direct events in their environment to obtain desired reinforcers are
called ACTIVE.

Those who manipulate few events in their environment,

waiting for things to happen and reacting to them only after they occur,
are called PASSIVE.
These two dimensions combine to describe eight personality pat
terns which provide the foundation for Millon’s revised nosological
scheme and can be represented by a four by two matrix (Figure 1).

A

given individual can be located in the matrix according to his preferred
type of reinforcing feedback and his primary style of instrumental
activity.

Independent
Dependent
Ambivalent
Detached
Fig. 1. Matrix representing Millon's two personality dimensions
which combine to form eight basic personality patterns.
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Each of the eight personality patterns is described in terms of
coping strategies.

These descriptions, reflect what reinforcements the

individual has learned to seek or avoid, where he looks to obtain these
reinforcements and how he behaves in order to elicit or avoid them.
Millon proposes a multi-level scheme of describing coping strategies
focusing on objective behavior, phenomenological reports, inferences
about intrapsychic processes and biophysical (morphological and physiochemical) factors.
Millon's theory is designed to limit the number of inferences
required between understanding human behavior with the dimensions pro
posed and an eventual diagnostic statement.

This occurs since the diag

nostic system he describes is a direct derivation of the personality
dimensions he proposes for understanding human behavior.

As Weiner

(1972) and Wachtel (1973) indicate, this could significantly reduce
error in the diagnostic system.

The theory also employs a parsimonious

set of constructs that is clearly identified and appear to be testable.
The types of constructs presented (sources of reinforcement and instru
mental behaviors) appear to be clinically relevant parameters that could
be used to determine therapeutic interventions.

By providing a frame

work on which interventions could be based, a theory such as Millon's
could help alleviate the "uniformity myth" now present in psychology
(Kiesler, 1971; Rotter, 1973).

Empirical investigations with such a

theory could reveal important truths regarding both personality and
psychotherapy.

As proposed, Millon's theory would answer many of the

logical criticisms of the current diagnostic and classification system
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in psychology.

However, extensive validation of Millon's theory has not

yet been reported.
In the current project, four of Millon's personality patterns
were studied.

The patterns chosen are considered those most basic to

Millon's theory (Millon, 1969).

The four personality patterns (Active-

Independent, Active-Dependent, Passive-Independent and Passive-Dependent)
are formed by using the INDEPENDENT and DEPENDENT components to the
sources of reinforcement dimension and the ACTIVE and PASSIVE components
of the styles of instrumental behavior dimension of Millon's theory.

Millon's Personality Theory:

Antecedents

As mentioned, Millon's personality classification scheme has two
dimensions.

He conceptualizes INDEPENDENCE-DEPENDENCE and ACTIVE-

PASSIVE together as orthoganal dimensions of an integrated personality
theory.

However, there have been other attempts at understanding these

concepts separately as personality characteristics.

Independence-Dependence. Millon (1969) proposes that
independence-dependence are aspects of a single source of reinforcement
dimension.

Millon (1975) indicates that the relationship between

independence-dependence and reinforcement was first suggested by Skinner.
Skinner (1953) made the observation that individuals are capable of main
taining responses in their behavioral repertoire in the absence of exter
nal reinforcement.

This observation by Skinner (1953), later called the

concept of self-reinforcement as opposed to environmental or otherreinforcement, was then adopted by Millon (1969) when forming the basis
for the sources of reinforcement construct in his theory.
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Historically, independence and dependence were first assigned an
important role in the understanding of personality in the early psycho
analytic literature.

There are two reviews concerning this dimension of

personality (Independence-Dependence) that summarize much of the subse
quent psychoanalytic literature.

First, Parens and Saul (1971) in a

text entitled Dependence in Man, reviewed various aspects of dependence
including its genesis, factors affecting its development or nondevelop
ment, its behavioral manifestations and its clinical relevance.

Gen

erally stated, the authors indicate that dependent individuals, however
defined, look to others for aid in reaching goals and show an unusually
high need for reassurance, affection and approval from others.

These

authors associate dependence with the helplessness characteristic of
infancy and childhood, pointing out that its appearance in adults is
often regarded as pathological.

The analytic position attempts to exam

ine the mother-infant relationship to find the experimental precursors
of independence-dependence.

Analytically stated, the authors indicate

that ". . . b y dependence we mean the need each human has, whether child,
adolescent, or adult, for a libidinal object relation in order to insure
his optimal psychic functioning" (p. 9).

Although the background for

the conceptualization of the analytic idea of dependence is very differ
ent from the background that Millon (1969) articulates for dependence,
basically both theoretical systems end with a behavioral description of
dependence that is very similar.

In both cases, dependence is related

to turning toward others, while independence is related to turning
toward oneself for satisfaction.

Second, Heathers (1955), in reviewing

the psychoanalytic literature, differentiated instrumental (behavioral)
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and emotional aspects of independence-dependence.

He presented the view

that these characteristics, however defined, are central to the develop
ment of every aspect of personality and play a central part in the
socialization of individuals.
Since the importance of independence-dependence was articulated
by psychoanalytically oriented theorists, this personality dimension has
become the object of considerable study in psychology.

There have been

numerous attempts to measure and define independence-dependence, as well
as efforts to relate these characteristics to other personality factors.
For instance, in a recent series of studies, Comrey and co-workers have
reliably isolated six major personality factors using a variety of per
sonality inventories

(Comrey, 1964, 1966; Comrey & Jamison, 1966; and

Jamison & Comrey, 1968). Dependence was found to be one of these major
personality factors.

The other five factors included:

neuroticism, compulsion and hostility.

shyness, empathy,

The most recent of these studies

(Jamison & Comrey, 1968) indicates that dependency is in part a function
of an individual's socialization skills.

This finding goes along well

with the psychoanalytic position on dependence presented by Heathers
(1955); e.g., making dependence central to the development of person
ality and socialization skills.
There have been a considerable number of attempts to provide
reliable and valid measures of dependency.

These attempts have largely

focused on isolating dependency measures (scales) from established psy
chological tests such as the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(Adevai, Silverman, & McGough, 1968), the Sixteen Personality Factor
Test (Johnson, Neville & Workman, 1969; Ohnmacht, 1968), the Rorschach

19
Inkblot Technique (Levitt, Zubin & Zuckerman, 1962), and the Thematic
Apperception Test (Melnick & Hurley, 1969).

Zuckerman, Levitt and Zubin

(1961) review the concurrent and construct validity of direct and indi
rect measures of dependency.

In a sample of sophomore student nurses,

simple self-ratings of dependency were found to be highly related to the
Gough Dominance Scale, a specialty dependency questionnaire and the
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule; but not related to a sentence com
pletion test, or a group administered Thematic Apperception Test or
Rorschach Inkblot Technique.
A brief examination of other specific empirical studies concerned
with independence-dependence indicates that this construct has been
experimentally established as a personality dimension and it can be reli
ably linked with other personality traits.

For instance, Elliott (1961)

in a test of interrelationships among measures of field-dependence and
personality traits found that the field-dependent person gives a picture
of himself characterized by high social desirability.

Eisenberg (1971)

in a test determining personality correlates of independence indicates,
like Elliott (1961), that individuals judged to be dependent, character
ized themselves as at ease in personal relations, personally effective
and socially desirable.

Eisenberg (1971) also demonstrated that indi

viduals considered independent were considered introspective and intel
lectual.

Marlow (1958), likewise, indicated that field-independent indi

viduals are analytical in regard to their own behavior (i.e., intro
spective) and the behavior of others.

In a similar set of studies,

Clark (1968) noted a significant link between authoritarianism and field
dependence.

Breskin and Gorman (1969), although with a very different
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methodology from that of Clark (1968), demonstrated a significant rela
tionship between rigidity (often equated with authoritarianism) and
field dependence.

In another group of studies concerning psychological

defenses or cognitive modalities of handling stress, certain inconsis
tencies were found among individuals characterized as independent/
dependent.

Ihilevich (1968) found that field-dependent individuals had

a tendency to be intropunitive and use denial in dealing with stress,
while field-independent individuals were extropunitive and use intellectualization and projection in dealing with stress.

In agreement with

these findings are Sinha (1968) who demonstrated a significant relation
ship between dependency and self-debasement (intropunitiveness) and
McDonald and Hendry (1966), who found a significant relationship between
field dependence and repression (denial).

Finally, dependence has also

been implicated as a characterological trait for chemical abusers.

In

two recent reviews, the role of dependency in alcohol abuse (Blane,
1974) and drug abuse (Holliway, 1967) are discussed.
Although other theorists have given considerable attention to
dependence-independence, Millon (1969) makes this dimension central to
his personality theory.

The only other individual to pay such attention

to dependence-independence and make this dimension central to an under
standing of human behavior is Witkin.

Witkin, Lewis, Hertzman, Mechover,

Meissner, and Wapner (1954) investigated an individual's ability to
resist the disruptive influences of conflicting contextual cues in per
ception of visual forms.

As a result of his work, he reached the con

clusion that there are two stable personality types related to percep
tual performances.
and field-dependent.

These perceptual types he called field-independent
Field-independent individuals are capable of
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perceiving an item as distinct from its background.

Since these per

sonality types were originally discussed, a considerable number of
experimental studies have been completed regarding independence and
dependence as defined by perceptual tests.

Although his concept of

"independence-dependence" is perceptually based and in many ways is dis
similar to other investigator's notions of independence-dependence, Witkin et al. has developed tests which have become widely used as measures
of dependence-independence.

These perceptual tests have proven popular

because they have correlated significantly with other measures of depen
dence.

Therefore, these tests are worthy of mention here.

The two most

popular measures of independence-dependence developed as a result of Witkin et al. (1954) work are the Rod and Frame Test (RFT) and the Embedded
Figures Test (EFT).

In the Rod and Frame Test an individual is required

to adjust, from a distance, a rod to an absolute vertical or horizontal
position independent of the position of a surrounding square.

In the

Embedded Figures Test, a paper and pencil test, an individual is asked
to extract a simple geometric form from a larger complex of various geo
metric forms.

Based on the individual's ability to perform these tasks,

he is judged to be either field-independent or field-dependent.
Witkin et al. (1954) construct of independence-dependence, based
on the perceptual tests described, have been extensively studied by psy
chologists.

There have been several recent reviews that comment on the

success of the RFT and EFT in the measurement of independence-dependence.
First, Wardell and Royce (1975) reviewed the available factor analytic
literature concerning the measurement of Witkin et al. (1954) concept of
field-independence.

These authors conclude that field-independence is a
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viable, measurable personality characteristic using the RFT and EFT and
that it reflects an "analytic-rational-independent stylistic nexus in
personality" (p. 250).

Second, Cattell (1969) and Cattell and Hundleby

(1968) in similar reviews of factor analytic research concerning both
the Cattell 16 Personality Factor Inventory and field-independence, con
clude that independence is measurable by way of the RFT and EFT and that
it is an expression of a general personality source trait.

Active-Passive.

Millon (1969) includes an active-passive dimen

sion to his personality theory that is designed to reflect an individu
al's characteristic style of instrumental behavior.

In doing this,

Millon (1975) acknowledges having borrowed many of the concepts regard
ing activity-passivity originally proposed by Freud.

As mentioned, the

earliest writings identifying active-passive as important to an under
standing of personality and psychopathology were by Freud (1911, 1915).
First of all, in his discussion of the two principles of mental function
ing, the pleasure principle and reality principle, Freud (1911) relates
activity-passivity to psychopathology.

Freud pointed out that thoughts

(mental activity) are rehearsals for behavior.

He goes on to argue that

the discrimination of thought as rehearsal for action rather than action
itself is a "truth that escapes many neurotics and psychotics who believe
that what they have in mind is tantamount to a plan already carried out
— a plan, furthermore, that is improper if not outright punishable."
Freud concludes that neurotics and psychotics, as a result of this men
tal activity, remain passive (behaviorally) while other individuals are
more active (behaviorally).

Second of all, in a discussion of instinct

theory, Freud (1915) formalized his previous discussion of activity-
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passivity as one of three polarities that reflect "mental life."
According to Freud, these polarities are:

(a) subject (ego) versus

object (external world); (b) pleasure versus pain; and (c) active versus
passive.

Freud presents the argument that each individual can derive

satisfaction by acting or by being acted upon.

An example of this

active-passive dichotomy is presented by Freud in a discussion of
sadism-masochism.

He points out that in both instances the purpose of

such behavior is sexual satisfaction.

However, this sexual satisfaction

can be derived sadistically by torturing others (active) or masochis
tically by choosing to be tortured by others (passive).

The notion of

deriving satisfaction by acting or being acted upon is similar to
Millon's (1969) conception of instrumental behavior.
Activity and passivity have apparently not figured significantly
in other personality theories.

In reviewing the literature, three

important treatments of this personality construct were found.
First of all, in an attempt to better understand Freud’s deline
ation of an Active-Passive dimension of personality, Schafer (1968)
reviewed and critically examined the psychoanalytic literature regarding
activity-passivity.

He found several different psychoanalytic concep

tions of this personality construct.

His analysis encompasses five

overlapping contexts in which these terms are used:

instinct theory,

structural theory, object relations theory, subjective experience and
trauma.

His conclusion is that satisfactory conceptualization of this

dimension has not been attained, as yet, despite repeated attempts to
delineate it.
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Second of all, Fried (1971) reviewed the analytic and clinical
literature regarding activity and passivity in a text entitled ActivePassive:

The Crucial Psychological Dimension. The focus of this text

is largely clinical.

Fried indicates that the essential goal of psycho

therapy is to restore or build the "emotional and mental road that leads
from dependency, narcissism and passivity to vitality and activeness."
Implicit throughout the text is the notion that behavioral passivity,
per se, is a form of psychopathology while activity is not.
Finally, in the single empirical study located, Mays (1974)
attempted to develop a scale to measure the construct of activitypassivity and identify its relationship to other personality constructs.
First, Mays reviewed the existing literature and noted that passivity
denotes various meanings to different authors of differing theoretical
positions.

As a result, he categorized the term passivity as having .

four principle meanings:

(a) a readiness to be acted upon by external

forces; (b) inactivity of a general nature; (c) a lack or disuse of ego
controls; and (d) the avoidance of a sense of "personal responsibility"
in the sense that one attributes to the environment rather than to oneself's causality for one's actions.

On the basis of this review, an

eighty-item Likert scale was developed in an attempt to quantify the
construct of passivity.

This scale was then administered to 142 college

freshmen, along with the Eysenck Personality Inventory, the Sixteen Per
sonality Factor Inventory, the Locus of Control Scale, the Hidden Fig
ures Test, the Adjective Self Description, and the Self Report Inventory.
The tests were then intercorrelated.

Results showed that passivity, as

measured by May's scale, correlated negatively with the Sixteen
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Personality Factors for stability, assertiveness, venturesomeness, imag
inativeness, experimentation, control and tension and positively with
apprehension.

This same passivity score correlated negatively with

extroversion and positively with neuroticism on the Edwards Personality
Inventory.

Positive relationships were also found between the passivity

measure and the total score (three of four subscales) of the Locus of
Control Scale.

The passivity score on May’s scale also correlated sig

nificantly with negative attitudes toward self, work, parents, the
future and life in general.

These findings largely support Fried's

(1971) notion that passivity is clinically related to pathology and
negative attitudes toward the self.
To this point Millon's (1969) theory has been described in a
general manner.

The background and related research for his personality

dimensions; i.e., sources of reinforcement and styles of instrumental
behavior have been discussed.

However, to better understand the nature

of the current project, it is necessary to review these dimensions and
the personality styles created by the combination of these dimensions.

Millon's Personality Dimensions

The current project was an attempt to provide validation at an
objective behavioral level for four of Millon's personality patterns
formed by combining the INDEPENDENT-DEPENDENT and ACTIVE-PASSIVE aspects
of Millon's personality dimensions.

On the basis of Millon's work, dif

ferential predictions concerning the behavior of ACTIVE-INDEPENDENT,
ACTIVE-DEPENDENT, PASSIVE-INDEPENDENT, and PASSIVE-DEPENDENT subjects
were made.

Before considering the differential predictions, the

26
components of the two dimensions that contribute to these personality
patterns and the personality patterns themselves will be described in
detail.

Sources of Reinforcement. As stated earlier, Millon observes
that some individuals turn to others as their source of reinforcement,
whereas some turn to themselves.

This is the basis for the DEPENDENT

and INDEPENDENT aspects of the reinforcement dimension.

The following

paragraphs are extrapolated descriptions of INDEPENDENT and DEPENDENT
individuals from Millon (1969).
INDEPENDENT individuals feel that they obtain a maximum of posi
tive reinforcements and a minimum of negative reinforcements when they
depend on themselves rather than on others for approval and feedback.
Behaviorally these people displaj^ self-reliance and a tendency to value
their own opinion more than others.
DEPENDENT individuals rely on others to produce feelings of sat
isfaction (positive reinforcement) and to help avoid negative reinforce
ments.

Behaviorally these people display a strong need for affection

and approval from others.

Instrumental Behaviors.

For Millon, the degree to which an indi

vidual attempts to manipulate his environment in pursuit of reinforce
ment provides the basis for the ACTIVE-PASSIVE dimension.

The following

paragraphs are extrapolated descriptions of ACTIVE-PASSIVE individuals
from Millon (1969).
ACTIVE individuals are characterized by alertness, vigilance,
persistence, decisiveness and ambitiousness in goal directed behavior.
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These people plan strategies, scan alternatives, manipulate events and
circumvent obstacles, to elicit rewards and avoid punishment.
PASSIVE individuals are characterized by inertness, acquiescence,
and a resigned attitude.

They initiate relatively few instrumental

activities and wait for events in the environment to take their course.
(Past experience may have deprived them of opportunity to develop a
sense of competence and confidence in their ability to master the events
of their environments.

Equally possible is a naive confidence that

things will come out their way with little or no effort on their part.
Nevertheless, for a variety of reasons, these individuals display mini
mal overt instrumental activity to control or produce the effect they
desire.)

Four of Millon's Personality Types:
A Rationale for Proposed Research.

The factors of Millon's personality dimensions can be combined
to produce the four distinct personality patterns mentioned earlier.
Each pattern is characterized by distinctive behavioral patterns and
coping strategies that can be summarized from Millon (1969).

Active-Independent (A-I).

These individuals grab as much con

trol and power as they can in order to prevent others from exploiting
them.

Active-Independents view themselves as a primary source of rein

forcement and are driven by a need to assert, themselves and prove their
superiority in what they do.

Their independence stems from a fear and

mistrust of others and not from a belief in self worth.

28

Active-Dependent (A-D).

These individuals do not surrender the

initiative for obtaining reinforcements, but assume receipt of the stim
ulation and esteem they desire by manipulating others through interper
sonal maneuvers.

Active-Dependents solicit praise, and draw sustenance

from those around them.

Passive-Independent (P-I).

These individuals do little to

manipulate their environment, but depend on themselves for gratification
(feedback).

Passive-Independents overvalue their personal worth, take

others for granted and expect to be served by them.

Passive-Dependent (P-D).

These individuals display little

autonomy or initiative, appear unambitious, helpless, and clinging.
Passive-Dependents rely on others for reinforcement and await their lea
dership in providing for those reinforcements.

They seem content to

"put their fate in the hands of others" (Millon, 1969, p. 196).
Meagher (1975), in currently unpublished work, is investigating
the correlation of Millon's eight personality patterns with various
criterion measures.

These measures include clinical ratings, biographi

cal data and several perceptual and cognitive tasks.

In connection with

this work, Millon (1974) has devised a psychometric instrument which
purports to measure the eight personality patterns that he has proposed.
This instrument is called the Millon-Illinois Self Report Inventory
(MI-SRI).

A research form of this instrument (Form P) is available, and

clinical forms of the instrument are in preparation.
In the present study an application of Millon's personality
theory was tested in a competitive task with individuals manifesting the
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A-I, A-D, P-I and P-D personality patterns, as measured by the MI-SRI
(Form P).

These subjects were offered the opportunity to win a cash

prize by obtaining the highest score on a word game.

During the game,

subjects had the choice of competing at the game themselves or delegat
ing the responsibility to an assistant (experimental confederate).
Thus, each subject had the opportunity to display either an ACTIVE or
PASSIVE style of instrumental behavior.

Periodically, subjects also had

the opportunity to evaluate how well they thought they and the assistant
were doing in the game.

They were given the choice of evaluating game

performance themselves or of asking the assistant to do so.

This pro

vided a measure of whether an individual preferred to reinforce himself
(I1TOEPENDENT) or whether he preferred to elicit reinforcing feedback
from another (DEPENDENT).

Differential performance predictions, as a

function of Millon's four personality patterns, are illustrated in the
following matrix (Table 1).

Table 1
Hypothesized Behavior of Individuals in a Competitive Task
Predicted on the Basis of Millon's Personality Types
Responsibility for Performance (Determined by Subject)
o°

SELF (ACTIVE)

OTHER (PASSIVE)

SELF
* £ ( inde°T> PENDENT)

WILL CHOOSE TO PERFORM
THE TASK AS WELL AS PROVIDE HIS OWN FEEDBACK

WILL CHOOSE NOT TO PERFORM
THE TASK BUT WILL CHOOSE TO
PROVIDE HIS OWN FEEDBACK

O «
OTHER
r m
* © (DEPENDENT)

WILL CHOOSE TO PERFORM
THE TASK BUT WILL HAVE
ASSISTANT PROVIDE
FEEDBACK

WILL CHOOSE TO DO NEITHER
THE TASK NOR PROVIDE THE
FEEDBACK

CHAPTER II
' METHOD
Subj ects
One hundred and forty-nine males enrolled in Introductory Psy
chology courses at the University of North Dakota were administered the
MI-SRI (Form P).

Of these, the forty individuals having the ten highest

scores with a minimum of score overlap on the A-I, A-D, P-I, and P-D
personality scales respectively were selected as subjects.

Following

the selection of these individuals, ten other males who had taken the
MI-SRI (Form P) were selected at random to comprise a control group.

Instruments
Millon-Illinois Self Report Inventory
There are four forms of the MI-SRI.

Each form of the MI-SRI

consists of 150 self-descriptive, true-false statements, derived on a
rational basis to standardize psychiatric diagnostic procedures consis
tent with a comprehensive theory of personality (Millon, 1969; Millon &
Diesenhaus, 1972).

All forms of the MI-SRI yield a set of scores for

the eight basic, distinct and independent interpersonal personality pat
terns Millon describes.

In addition to the common theme of personality

assessment, each form focuses on the specialty problems of different
populations.

The specialty forms of the instrument include a clinical

form oriented to a "psychiatric" population (Form C), a medical form
containing scales devised to be relevant for a population undergoing
30
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physical treatments (Form M ) , a clinical adolescent form designed for
persons between the ages of 13 and 20 (Form A), and finally, a person
ality form focusing on the eight basic interpersonal dimensions of per
sonality functioning for assessments of nonclinical adult populations
(e.g., college students, employment settings, etc.) (Form P).
For experimental purposes, Form P (the basic interpersonal per
sonality form) of the MI-SRI was used to select subjects.

As yet, no

published test statistics or norms exist for Form P of the MI-SRI.

How

ever, a preliminary test manual for Form C (the clinical form) of the
MI-SRI reports reliability and validity data for the eight basic inter
personal personality scales (Meagher & Millon, 1976).

The data for

these eight basic personality scales are assumed comparable across all
forms of the MI-SRI (Meagher, 1976).

Meagher (1976) presents reliabil

ity and validity data for Form C of the MI-SRI covering the eight basic
personality scales.

Kuder-Richardson (Formula 20) reliability estimates

ranged from .84 for the P-D personality scale to .91 for the A-D person
ality scales.

Reliability estimates ranged from .84 for the P-D person

ality scale to .92 for the A-D personality scale when using test-retest
interval of five to nine days; these same reliability estimates ranged
from .77 for the P-D personality scale to .84 for the A-D personality
scale when using a test-retest interval of four to six weeks.

Reliabil

ity estimates for Form C of MI-SRI are clearly well within acceptable
limits.
Validity data for Form C of the MI-SRI were gathered by compar
ing the personality scale scores and ratings made by clinical judges on
each of the personality scales for 682 "psychiatric" patients.

Validity
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estimates ranged from .27 for the Passive-Detached personality type to
.67 for the Active-Detached personality type.

Validity estimates for

the four personality types of interest in the study were:

.41 for the

A-I personality type, .50 for the P-I personality type, .59 for the A-D
personality type and .64 for the P-D personality type.

Validity esti

mates for the MI-SRI personality scales of interest in this study are
statistically adequate.

Data for cross validation of these findings are

currently being gathered (Meagher & Millon, 1976).

Dictionary Game

A dictionary game (Boyd, 1965) was administered to all groups of
subjects in the experiment.
fifteen stimulus words.

The game consisted of a practice word and

The words' were eight, ten or twelve letters in

length and selected at random from Webster’s New World Dictionary.
After a practice trial, subjects were presented one word at a time.
They then had sixty seconds to make as many words (of at least three
letters in length) as possible using only the letters in the stimulus
word.

The stimulus words, and the order in which they were presented,

are shown in Appendix A.

Apparatus

Two carpeted, well-lit, 7’ x 8' rooms each containing a chair
and small table were used.

During the experiment, one room, which was

labeled CAPTAIN was occupied by the subject; the other room, labeled
ASSISTANT, was purportedly occupied by a second subject.
ever, the latter was a confederate.

In fact, how

On one wall of each room there was
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a 5' x 3' one-way mirror allowing the experimenter to observe the sub
ject.

These rooms were adjacent to the experimenter's chamber and con

nected to it by a two-way intercom system.
On the table in the subject's room was a 12" x 8" x 5" response
panel containing two sets of response buttons on its face and a red
light at its top center (Figure 2).

The red light, controlled by a

Hunter timer, was used to signal time interval expirations to the sub
ject.

One set of buttons was labeled PERFORMER and the other set EVALU

ATOR.

The experimenter was able to illuminate either of these labels by

using a six-volt bulb located under the control panel.

For both PER

FORMER and EVALUATOR sets there was a pair of response buttons, located
to the right of these labels, marked CAPTAIN and ASSISTANT.

These

response buttons were connected to a display panel in the experimenter's
chamber allowing the subjects' responses to be monitored.
Beside the subject's response panel there were two mounted col
umns of ten small lights.
each light individually.

A ten-position switch was used to control
Each switch position controlled a sequentially

numbered light, between 0 and 9, on the light panels.

In the experi

menter's chamber was a duplicate set of light columns which could be
operated in parallel with the subjects' columns.

Manipulation of

switches on each set of columns could create and display numbers between
0 and 99.

These columns were used to provide feedback of task perform

ance (the number of words produced), either to the subject by the experi
menter or by the subject to the experimenter.
Subjects also were provided with an 8%" x 5%" booklet containing
instructions, dictionary game stimulus words and evaluation forms.

Each

n

■12

PERFORMER

8B

CAPTAIN

ASSISTANT

EVALJJAPOR
CAPTAIN

Figure 2

D iag ram o f th e
by th e su b ject.
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o

ASSISTANT

response

panel o p e ra te d
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stimulus word, comprising a performance trial, was presented at the top
(in 3/16" type) of a separate page of the booklet.

Each performance

evaluation form, comprising an evaluation trial, was likewise presented
on a separate page of the booklet.

The evaluation forms were titled

EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE FORM and had five spaces reading EXCELLENT,
GOOD, BELOW AVERAGE and POOR.

Preceding each stimulus word or perform

ance evaluation form was a page introducing the stimulus word or evalua
tion form and presenting stepwise instructions to the subject.

The

introductory statements and instructions for each type of trial and sam
ple evaluation form are presented in Appendix B.

Confederates

Three male undergraduate psychology majors at the University of
North Dakota volunteered their services to act as both confederate sub
jects and as data gatherers.

While gathering data, they were blind

regarding the subjects' experimental group membership.

As confederates

the males seemingly served as assistants to the experimental subjects.

Procedures

Upon arrival, each subject was greeted by the experimenter and
introduced to another subject (the confederate), who was waiting.

The

experimenter then informed the subject that he and his partner were to
work on a management simulation task.

Following a rigged coin toss, the

subject was designated as CAPTAIN and told that his role required that
he make certain decisions as the experiment proceeded.

Next, the experi

menter escorted the subject and the confederate to the experimental
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rooms.

The subject was told to enter the room labeled CAPTAIN; the con

federate was told to enter the room labeled ASSISTANT.
Once in the room, the subject, accompanied by the experimenter,
was asked to sit in front of the response panel.

The subject was

reminded that in the experiment a ten dollar prize would be awarded to
the CAPTAIN whose team performed best.

Following a brief description of

the dictionary game, he was then presented with a brief form asking him
to estimate on a five point scale how well he thought he could perform
such a task.

This impression was used as a covariate in data analyses

in order to see if it significantly affected the subject's choices
during the experiment.
When leaving the subject’s room, the experimenter asked that the
subject sit quietly until instructions for the task had been read to
them over the intercom system.

Instructions that first oriented the

subject to the response panels and stimulus-instruction booklet were
then read.

There followed a detailed description of the nature of both

the PERFORMANCE trials and EVALUATOR trials in sequence.

PERFORMANCE

trials were defined as tasks that first required the subject to choose
who would "play" (either CAPTAIN or ASSISTANT) the dictionary game on
any given trial.

How and when the subject was to make this choice was

explained and demonstrated.

The nature of "playing" and the time limits

of the dictionary game were then described.

The actions to be dictated

by the subject's choice (either doing the task or sitting quietly during
a sixty-second interval while the assistant purportedly did the task)
were also explained.

The use of the stimulus-instruction booklet as a

tablet in completing a PERFORMANCE trial was described.

The function of
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the light columns as a PERFORMANCE trial feedback system for the number
of words produced in the dictionary game on any trial was described,
e.g., how to give feedback if he chose to "play," how to receive feed
back if he chose for the ASSISTANT to "play."

EVALUATION trials were

defined as part of the task that allowed each "team" to compare their
perceptions of how well they were performing relative to others in the
experiment.

The subject was instructed that he could choose, on any

EVALUATION trial, who would do the evaluating (either CAPTAIN or ASSIS
TANT).

Again, how and when the subject was to make this choice was

explained and demonstrated.

The nature of doing an "evaluation" via

forms provided in the stimulus-instruction booklet were also described.
Actions to be dictated by the subject's choice (either completing an
evaluation form or sitting quietly during a twenty-second interval while
the assistant purportedly completed the evaluation form) was explained.
All of these instructions were then reviewed for the subject.

At the

end of the instructions, for both PERFORMANCE and EVALUATION trials and
the review of instructions, subjects were allowed to ask questions.
questions were clarified immediately.

All

(The verbatim instructions read

to each subject are enclosed as Appendix C.)
At the completion of all instructions, each subject was required
to perform the task using a practice trial stimulus word.

The subject's

actual ability (number of words produced) to do the task on this trial
was used as a second covariate in data analyses, in order to investigate
if this significantly affected the subject's choices during the experi
ment.
run.

Fifteen performance trials and five evaluation trials were then
On each of these trials the subject was required to designate
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either himself or the assistant as a performer or evaluator, respec
tively.
To initiate performance trials the word PERFORMER on the control
panel was illuminated, and the subject indicated whom he has chosen to
perform the task for that trial by pressing the appropriate response but
ton.

Five second after he pressed a button, a sixty-second task perfor

mance interval was initiated.

During the interval, the subject gener

ated words from the stimulus word (if he had chosen to perform) or
waited until the interval ended (if he had chosen for the assistant to
perform).

At the end of the interval, the red light on the control

panel came on for ten seconds, signaling the end of the performance
trial.

If the subject had chosen to perform the task, he was required

to count the number of words he produced and report that number on the
column of lights near the response panel.

On trials that the subject

had chosen to have the assistant perform, the experimenter provided
standardized feedback (purportedly representing the assistants' perfor
mance) via the columns of lights by the experimenter.

This feedback was

randomly selected to be either equal to the number of words the subject
had produced on the last performance trial (or practice trial) which he
had done, or an amount one greater or one less than his actual perfor
mance on the preceding trial.

This relative consistency in feedback was

maintained to minimize the impact of the "assistants" purported perfor
mance on the subject's performance trial choices.

Performance trials

were complete only after feedback had been given by or provided to the
subject.

This sequence is represented in a flow chart in Figure 3.
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Fig. 3. Flow chart representing sequence of events following a
subject's choice for any performance trial.
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On each performance trial, subjects were awarded points for the
words produced.

These points represented either their own productions

or the randomized feedback around their own last performance.

At the

end of the task, an overall performance score was computed by adding the
total number of points awarded the subject across all fifteen trials.
Upon completion of the experiment, the ten dollar cash prize was awarded
to the subject with the highest overall performance score.
Following performance trials four, six, nine, eleven and four
teen, the experimenter initiated an evaluation trial by illuminating the
EVALUATOR label on the subject’s response panel.

The subject then chose

whether he or the assistant was to evaluate the cumulative performance
by pressing the appropriate button on the response panel.
second interval was allotted for each evaluation trial.

A twentyDuring this

interval the subject was either to complete the EVALUATION OF PERFOR
MANCE FORM by checking a space on the form (if he had chosen to evaluate
performance) or would wait passively until the interval ended (if he had
chosen for the assistant to evaluate performances).

At the end of the

interval, the red light at the top of the control panel came on for ten
seconds signaling the end of the evaluation trial.

This sequence is

represented by a flow chart in Figure 4.
The purpose of having several intermittent evaluation trials was
to reduce the probability that the subject would consistently choose as
evaluator the individual who completed the previous performance trial.
At the end of the experiment, subjects were presented from the experi
menter a completed evaluation form for each trial on which they
requested the assistant to evaluate performance.

On these evaluation
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Fig. 4. Flow chart representing sequence of events following a
subject's choice for any evaluation trial.

forms, any performance estimate (EXCELLENT through POOR) could have been
checked.

Regardless of the number of forms presented to the subject,

the mean of the feedback estimates of performance to any subject was
always average.
Upon conclusion of a subject's participation, they were pre
sented an invitation to attend a debriefing session held three days fol
lowing the completion of experimental data gathering.

At that time, the

nature of subject selection, behavioral hypotheses of the experiment and
the nature of the "competitive" task using an experimental confederate
were discussed.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Reliability Data:

MI-SRI (Form P)

Kuder-Richardson (Formula 20) reliability coefficients and
split-half reliability coefficients were run on MI-SRI (Form P) test
data for all individuals screened in this experiment.

These data, for

all eight personality scales, are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Reliability Data for MI-SRI (Form C) for Complete Subject Pool
N = 149
Scales

Kuder-Richardson (Formula 20)
Split-half Reliability
Reliability Estimates

Active-Independent
Passive-Independent
Ac tiv e-D ep end en t
Passive-Dependent

.657
.436
.197
.369

.749
.554
.267
.458

Active-Ambivalent
P as s iv e-Amb iva 1en t
Active-Detached
Passive-Detached

.662
.659
.202
.212

.769
.752
.248
.246

As can be seen in Table 2, the reliability estimates for the
personality scales of interest (A-I, A-D, P-I and P-D) are variable and
relatively low, ranging from .657 for the A-I group to .197 for the A-D
group with the Kuder-Richardson estimates and from .749 for the A-I
group to .267 for the A-D group with split-half reliability estimates.
These data do not parallel those reported by Meagher and Millon (1976)
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for the reliability estimates via Kuder-Richardson (Formula 20) dis
cussed earlier.

Subject Selection Data

Subjects were assigned to experimental groups on the basis of
high scores on each of the four relevant personality scales of the MISRI (e.g., A-I, A-D, P-I and P-D scales).

As previously noted, subjects

comprising the control group were selected at random from other individ
uals who had taken the MI-SRI (Form P).

Table 3 indicates the range of

scores on each of the personality scales for all individuals selected as
subjects and the percentile rank of these scores relative to all sub
jects tested in the original population for each of these scales.

As

can be seen from this table, all subjects selected to be in an experi
mental group, scored at or above the 88th percentile on the scale defin
ing that group.
The mean and standard deviations for the relevant personality
scale scores across all groups are shown in Table 4.

As can be seen

from this table, in each of the four groups, the highest mean person
ality scale score corresponds to the appropriate experimental group
assignments.
Because each personality scale has a different number of items,
a Z-score transformation of data for experimental subjects (comparing
relevant personality scale scores across the control and experimental
groups) are shown in Table 5.

Examination of this table reveals that

each of the experimental groups differs from the others on the person
ality scale scores appropriate to that group by a minimum of .684
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Table 3
Range and Percentile Rank of Personality Scale Scores
Across all Groups (N = 50)
Groups
Scales Total
Possi
ble
Score
A-1

A-D

P-I

P-D

32

48

33

C
Range of
18-12
Scores
Percentile
Rank of
.79-.31
Scores
Scores°f
33-13
Percentile
Rank of
.79-.07
Scores
Scores"^
23-10
Percentile
Rank of
.81-.04
Scores
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25-18
Percentile
Rank of
.83-.28
Scores

A-I

A-D

P-I

P-D

30-21

30-13

27-13

13-3

.99-.89

.99-.44

.97-.44

.44-.008

39-13

47-38

39-27

32-16

.96-.07

.99-.91

.96-.47

.76-.17

28“17

28-19

31-25

18-11

.96-.35

.96-.49

.99-.88

.42-.08

18-6

27-18

25-11

36-27

.28-.01

.90-.28

.83-.04

.99-.90

Table 4
Mean (X) and Standard Deviations (S.D.) of Relevant Personality Scale
Scores across the Control and Experimental Groups (N = 50)
Groups
Scale
Scores

C

A-1

A-D

P-I

P-D

X
S.D.

15.2
2.098

24.0
2.944

16.8
4.984

19.4
4.006

8.6
2.989

A-D

X
S.D.

25.1
6.624

28.4
8.303

39.9
2.923

32.6
3.806

25.4
5.873

P-I

X
S.D.

18.0
4.243

22.2
3.225

23.8
3.521

27.2
2.150

14.5
2.838

P-D

X
S.D.

20.6
2.221

13.7
3.653

21.6
4.427

16.2
4.492

29.5
2.506

A

T
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Table 5
Z-scores of Relevant Personality Scale Scores Across
the Control and Experimental Groups (N = 50)
_____________________ Groups
Control

A-I

P-D

A-D

P-I

0

.459

-1.448

.376

-.791

-.282

1.272

A-D

-.304

P-I

-.631

.213

.535

1.219

-1.336

P-D

.046

-1.110

.214

-.691

1.54

CO

A-I

1

Scale
Scores

1.56

Z-score points (minimum Z-score differences across all groups by person
ality scale:

A-I = .813; A-D = 1.184; P-I = .684; P-D = 1.326).

In order to further ascertain that extreme groups were used, a
one-way analysis of variance was run comparing the scores for each per
sonality scale across the experimental and control groups.

A Newman-

Keuls test (Winer, 1971) was then performed to examine the significant
difference among all groups for each set of personality scale scores.
These analyses are shown in Tables 6, 7, 8 and 9 for each of the person
ality groups.

As can be seen from examination of these tables, in all

but two cases the scores for each experimental group on its particular
personality scale differed significantly (jd < .01) from all other groups.
The two exceptions to this occurred with the P-I group (Table 8).

The

P-I group differed significantly from the A-I group at the .05 level but
did not differ significantly from the A-D group on P-I scores.

Both

findings indicate that individuals chosen for the P-I experimental group
had scores on personality scales A-I and, in particular, A-D that caused
some minor overlap with these groups.
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Table 6
One-way Analysis of Variance and Newman-Keuls Comparisons Across all
Groups Using A-I Scale Scores as the Dependent Variable
Active-Independent Group
Analysis of Variance:
df
Source
Scores
Error
Total

4
45
49

MS

F

P

321.00
12.58
37.75

25.52

.001

Newman-Keuls:
P-D

C

Groups
A-D

P-I

A-I

Table 7
One-way Analysis of Variance and Newman-Keuls Comparisons Across all
Groups Using A-D Scale Scores as the Dependent Variable
Active-Dependent Group
Analysis of Variance:
Source____ df_______ MS________ F_________P_
Scores
4
380.70
11.16
.001
Error
45
34.07
Total
49
62.33
Newman-Keuls:
Groups

*2 < .05
**2 < -01
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Table 8
One-way Analysis of Variance and Newman-Keuls Comparisons Across all
Groups Using P-I Scale Scores as the Dependent Variable
Passive-Independent Group
Analysis of Variance:
Source

df

MS

F

P

Scores
Error
Total

4
45
49

247.18
10.69
30.00

23.11

.001

Newman-Keuls:
Groups

Table 9
One-way Analysis of Variance and Newman-Keuls Comparisons Across all
Groups Using P-D Scale Scores as the Dependent Variable
Passive-Dependent Group
Analysis of Variance:
Source

df

MS

F

P

Scores
Error
Total

4
45
49

366.97
12.87
41.77

28 .52

001

Newman-Keuls :
Groups
X =
A-1
w P-I
§*
o
u C
o
A-D
*£ < .05
**£ <

.01

A-1
13.7

P-D
27.5
15.80**

.05

.01

4.58

5.59

’”4.46** "5.40**_ 13.30**

4.29

5.33

'"0.9...t ’"8.84**

3.90

4.95

’’’7.90**

3.24

4,33

C
A-D
P-I
20.6
21.6
14.2
2.50.t 6.69** 7.90**
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Analyses of Experimental Groups and Control
Group Choices for Performance and
Evaluation Trials
Performance Trials
Performance trials, one dependent measure, concerned the number
of times the subjects chose to do a task themselves (Active-Passive di
mension).

Each subject had the opportunity to perform or defer respon

sibility for the task fifteen times.
A one-way analysis of variance for performance trials showed no
significant differences among groups [I? (4,45) = .804, £ < .51].

Table

10 shows the mean and standard deviations for the number of times the
members of each experimental group chose to perform the task.

Table 10
Comparison of all Groups Indicating the Number of Times,
in 15 Chances, a Subject Chose to do the Task
_______________ Groups_______________
Control
A-I
P-I
A-D
P-D
Performance

X

8.3

8.7

8.4

9.2

8.3

Trial Choices

S.D.

0.82

1.7

1.3

1.2

1.4

Evaluation Trials

Evaluation trials, the second dependent measure, concerned the
number of times the subjects chose to evaluate the experimental task
themselves (the Independent-Dependent dimension).

Each subject had the

chance to complete the evaluation or defer responsibility for evaluation
five times.
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A one-way analysis of variance for evaluation trials showed a
significant difference [F (4,45) = 4.267, £ < .006] among groups.

Table

11 shows the mean and standard deviations for the number of times the
members of each experimental group chose to evaluate the experimental
task.

A Newman-Keuls test of these data are shown in Table 12.

An

examination of this table shows that the A-I group differed significantly
from both the A-D and P-D groups.

Table 11
Comparison of all Groups Indicating the Number of Times,
in 5 Chances, a Subject Chose to Evaluate
Task Performance
Groups
A-I
P-I

A-D

P-D

2.9

3.2

2.8

2.0

2.1

0.73

0.91

0.63

0.66

0.99

Control
Evaluation
Trial
Choices

X
S.D.

Table 12
Newman-Keuls Comparisons Across Groups for Evaluation Trials

A-D
2.0
A-D
P-D
P-I
C

*£ < .05

P-D
2.1
o.io....

GROUPS
P-I
2.8
0.80...._
"#\*0.70

C
2.9

A-I
3.2

0.90..
*0.80.
’■‘0.10..

.05

.01

1.20*

1.01

1.23

“'1.10*

0.95

1.17

“ '0.40

0.86

1.09

-•0.30

0.70

0.95
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Analysis of Millon's Personality Dimensions
(ACTIVE-PASSIVE x INDEPENDENT-DEPENDENT)
for Performance and Evaluation Trials
Performance Trials
The two-way analysis of variance for performance trials showed
no significant effects.

The results of this analysis are shown in Table

13.
Table 13
Two-way Analysis of Variance for Performance Trial Choices with
Active-Passive and Independent-Dependent as Dimensions
Source

df

MS

F

P

DependenceIndependence

1

0.40

0.189

.5

Active-Passive

1

3.60

1.70

.2

D-I x A-P

1

0.90

0.42

.5

Error

36

Total

39

Evaluation Trials

The two-way analysis of variance for evaluation trials showed a
significant (jd < .001) main effect on the Dependent-Independent dimen
sion.

This difference is in the predicted direction and indicates that

A-I and P-I subjects more often chose to do evaluation trials than did
the A-D and P-D subjects.
Table 14.

The results of this analysis are shown in
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Table 14
Two-way Analysis of Variance for Evaluation Trial Choices with
Active-Passive and Independent-Dependent as Dimensions
Source

df

MS

P

F

DependenceIndependence

1

9.025

13.481

.001

Active-Passive

1

0.225

0.336

.500

D-I x A-P

1

0. 625

0.934

.341

Error

36

Total

39

Two covariate adjustment analyses were also conducted on these
data.

One covariate was the subjects' estimated ability to perform the

task obtained by asking them to estimate on a five-point scale how well
they thought he could perform a dictionary game task.

The second covari

ate was the subjects' actual ability to perform the task as measured by
the number of words produced on the practice trial.

Neither covariate

correlated significantly with either a subjects' performance trial
choices or evaluation trial choices.

The correlations for performance

trial choices were -.0549 with estimated ability and -.0279 with prac
tice trial performance.

The correlations for evaluation trial choices

were -.1978 for estimated ability and -.1510 for practice trial perfor
mance.
results.

Consequently, covariate adjustment analyses did not affect
The correlations and two-way analyses of covariate adjustments

for both performance and evaluation trials are shown in Appendix D.

CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

This project was designed to evaluate four of Millon's (1969)
proposed personality patterns:

the A-I, A-D, P-I and P-D styles.

These

four patterns are considered most basic to Millon's theory (Millon,
1969) and involve both orthogonal dimensions of this theory; e.g., the
ACTIVE and PASSIVE components of the styles of instrumental behavior
dimension and the INDEPENDENT and DEPENDENT components of the sources of
reinforcement dimension.

Subjects were selected on the basis of person

ality style scores of the MI-SRI (.Form P) .

Each subject then partici

pated in a competitive task designed to reflect both dimensions of
Millon's theory.
by the subject.

The task had two types of trials that required choices
Task performance trials were designed to reflect the

styles of instrumental behavior a subject exhibited while task evalua
tion trials were designed to reflect the sources of reinforcement a sub
ject chose.

Consequently, once subjects had been assigned to person

ality style groups, independent evaluation of both Millon's personality
dimensions could be achieved simultaneously by examining subject's
choices on the two types of task trials.

Results, therefore, depend on

the validity of Millon's personality theory, statistical properties of
the MI-SRI used to select subjects and finally, on the ability of the
experimental task to discriminate between the selected personality
dimensions.
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Reliability of the MI-SRI (Form P), as used in this study proved
to be low.

The reliability estimates obtained with the current popula

tion did not approximate the reliability estimates reported by Meagher
and Millon (1976) for Form C of the MI-SRI, although the various forms
of the MI-SRI have been described as equivalent (Meagher, 1976).

These

data indicate either that the subject pool screened was too restricted
in range to demonstrate good test reliability or that Form P of the MISRI is not equivalent to Form C of the same test.

Since Meagher and

Millon (1976) have not yet published score variances for Form C of the
MI-SRI direct comparison of their findings and those obtained in this
study are not possible.

Consequently, without further testing, neither

of these explanations can be rejected.

In the absence of equivalent

findings between these forms, there is no reason to generalize the find
ings of this experiment to other experiments using a different form of
the same test or to significantly different populations of subjects.
The experimental groups formed on the basis of extreme scale
scores of the MI-SRI (Form P) were found to significantly differ from
one another and from a control group.
one case.

This finding held true except in

This exception occurred when the P-I group did not differ

significantly from the A-D group for P-I scale scores of the MI-SRI
(Form P).

(See Table 8.)

This could be attributed to assessment (test)

error, to group assignment error, inadequate initial sampling, or one
can question the efficacy of the ACTIVE-PASSIVE dimension of Millon*s
theory.

The fact that these scales overlap both personality dimensions,

e.g., Active-Passive and Independent-Dependent, can not be explained
without further experimentation.

Perhaps, if a larger population was
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tested, more discrepant groups could have been selected avoiding any
group overlap.
Performance trials, designed to reflect the Active-Passive
dimension of Millon's theory, did not differentiate between personality
groups.

At least three explanations seem possible.

First, the low

reliability of the MI-SRI (Form P) and small sample size used in this
experiment may have reduced the likelihood that subjects falling at the
extreme of the Active-Passive dimensions were selected as subjects.
Second, the task performance trials, designed to reflect Active or Pas
sive behavior in fact have failed to do so and may be inappropriate in
delineating this dimension.

Third, perhaps the Active-Passive dimension

of Millon's theory is a poor one.

Since significant results would

depend on all three factors above, it is difficult to assess which of
these accounted for the negative finding obtained.

Further experimenta

tion is necessary.
Evaluation trials, designed to reflect the Independent-Dependent
dimension of Millon's theory, differentiated subjects appropriately with
regard to personality style.

This finding offers support for the valid

ity of the Independent-Dependent dimensions of Millon's theory and indi
cates that this dimension is a measurable bipolar trait that may aid in
the understanding of personal functioning.

Furthermore, these positive

findings indicate that the competitive task devised for this experiment
may be useful in eliciting independent versus dependent behavior in
appropriately selected subjects.
It is difficult to resolve the discrepancy between significant
findings for Millon's Independent-Dependent dimension represented by
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evaluation trial and nonsignificant findings for Millon's Active-Passive
dimension represented by performance trials in the experimental task.
However, as noted in Chapter I, there is considerable evidence in psycho
logical literature to indicate that Independence-Dependence is a viable
personality dimension while evidence in support of an Activity-Passivity
factor is lacking.

Literature regarding an Active-Passive dimension in

personality is largely speculative in nature and has received little
rigorous experimental attention (Schafer, 1968), even though "passivity"
figures significantly in a clinician's vocabulary.
It is possible, of course, that Activity-Passivity is also a
valid individual difference variable, and simply awaits effective mea
surement and evaluation work.

Perhaps in the present study restructur

ing the performance trials of this experimental task might help to
elicit Active-Passive behavior.

Eliminating the social or cooperative

nature of the performance trials, forcing subjects to be more autonomous
might increase the probability of Active or Passive behavior occurring.
The task could be restructured in two ways.

First, the feedback to the

subject regarding a "Partner's" performances in the dictionary game
could be eliminated.

Second, a "partner" could be eliminated alto

gether, allowing subjects to pass (not perform) on any trial and accept
a preassigned score for each word they chose not to work on.

In both

cases, the subject would simply assume or not assume responsibility.
Specifically eliminated is the idea of delegating or not delegating re
sponsibility based on a previous trial performance, which may have been
viewed as control on the part of active subjects but not passive ones.
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To this point the specifics of the present study have been dis
cussed.

However, empirical findings regarding Millon's personality the

ory have implications for other, more general, areas of psychological
study.

For instance, Mischel (1968) presents a convincing argument that

traits like Millon (1969) has proposed serve no heuristic or predictive
function, most often showing little cross situational consistency.
Although interpretation of the experimental findings in this study must
be tempered by the low reliability of the MI-SRI (Form P) used in the
selection of subjects, demonstration of validity for personality dimen
sions such as provided here challenge this position.

In a formal rebut

tal of Mischel's (1968) position, Bowers (1973) indicates that the cur
rent tendency to account for human behavior largely in terms of the sit
uation in which it occurs, "has gone too far in the direction of reject
ing the role of organismic or intrapsychic determinants of behavior" (p.
307).

Bowers (1973) argues that enduring characterological and stylistic

differences of individuals surely exist.

Millon's theory of personality

attempts to delineate a frugal set of characterological and stylistic
differences.

Bowers proposes, however, that to investigate these dif

ferences one must examine naturalistic and clinical data.

Bowers (1973)

proposes that it is under relatively nonexperimental, unconstrained cir
cumstances that a person is able to engender interpersonal circumstances
characteristic for him and lend consistency and stability to his behav
ior.

Consequently, since this is the first significant effect found

with Millon's system and it was found under experimental conditions
using a competitive task, it will be necessary to further validate
Millon's sources of reinforcement dimension in naturalistic and clinical
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investigations, in order to address Bowers’ (1973) suggestions.

Weiner

(1972) has also encouraged a re-examination of trait theories and
diagnoses.
Weiner (1972) points out that "as soon as similarities between
people as expressed in classificatory labels are dispensed with, cumula
tive clinical wisdom becomes impossible" (p. 538).

He asks that

research in psychodiagnosis and classificatory schema, such as Millon
(1969) has presented, continue.

In particular, Weiner notes that

because Millon has created a system of personality from which major diag
nostic categories can be derived logically, his system reduces the num
ber of inferences required between observation and classification, conse
quently avoiding many of the pitfalls of the DSM II diagnostic system.
However, the efficacy of Millon's diagnostic system remains to be tested.
Wachtel (1973) indicates that Millon's (1969) theory presents a
challenge to the situationistic position presented by Mischel (1968).
He argues that, although consistency in behavior can be viewed as the
result of particular individuals being in particular situations fre
quently, it likewise can be argued that situations are largely of an
individual's own making and consequently become describable as a charac
teristic of an individual's personality.

As a result, he notes that the

dimensions of Millon's theory have "pointed to ways in which the princi
ples of social learning theory may be consistent with the expectation of
considerable generality in important aspects of personality" (p. 330).
In this statement, Wachtel (1973) implies that unlike other trait the
ories Mischel (1968) attacks, Millon's (1969) theory combines the uni
dimensional traits he presents into a unified theory of personality from
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which classificatory and diagnostic statements can be drawn.

As men

tioned previously, with his "traits," Millon (1969) presents a multi
level scheme focusing on objective behavior, phenomenological reports,
inferences about intrapsychic process and biophysical (morphological and
physiochemical) factors.
Clinically, an improvement in an understanding of personality
and classification systems is long overdue.

As stated by Thorne (1971):

If we can make any predictions at all about the future of clinical
psychology and psychiatry, it is that the entire field of psycho
diagnosis is long overdue for a re-evaluation and reworking, start
ing right from the beginning and building up a more comprehensive
system of psychopathology from which more valid psychodiagnosis
must naturally stem. We are absolutely confident of the prediction
that valid diagnosis constitutes the necessary foundation for valid
clinical practice, so that the more quickly we return to fundamen
tals and develop a really valid psychodiagnosis, the more quickly we
will develop more valid case handling in general. . . . Paradoxi
cally, efforts to develop the field of psychodiagnosis largely have
collapsed at the very time when they are most needed in the field of
psychotherapy.
(p. 424)
Promising results with one of Millon’s (1969) personality dimensions may
indicate that his theory will figure significantly into future trends in
the study of personality, psychopathology and psychodiagnosis.

As noted

earlier, Phillips and Draguns (1971) predict the coexistence of several
classificatory schemes.

Each scheme they believe will be relative and

contain its own set of constructs.

Perhaps, Millon’s (1969) theory is

potentially a pioneering effort in the perceived trend of classification
of behavior.

Phillips and Draguns (1971) predict that practicing clini

cians will need to "feel at home" within several of the competing classificatory and conceptual systems.

It will be the responsibility of the

individual clinician, according to the authors, to keep in mind the com
peting systems comparisons and mutual translatability.
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If any part of Millon’s (1969) personality system proves to be
empirically sound, the dimensions he proposes could become useful indi
ces for devising therapeutic interventions.

Millon's articulation of

Independence-Dependence alone can provide therapeutic recommendations,
even if it proves to be his only empirically sound dimension, as in the
current study.

Although the efficacy of interventions determined

according to Millon's variables require independent evaluations,
Millon's (1969) theoretical structure conceivably provides a way to
address the "uniformity myth" discussed by Kiesler (1971) and Rotter
(1973).
With the encouragement for renewed interest in psychodiagnosis
(Thorne, 1971, 1973) and the call for new systems of classification
(Phillips & Draguns, 1971; Spitzer & Endicott, 1975), further research
on theories such as Millon (1969) has proposed, is definitely warranted.
Future work with Millon's system should include the creation of new
tasks as well as naturalistic observation of subjects.

Larger subject

samples, clinical populations and better subject selection criterion
should receive prominent attention in any further experimentation.

If

Millon's (1969) personality dimensions eventually prove to be organizing
principles of behavior, a significant contribution to the study of per
sonality, psychodiagnosis and classification schema will be accomplished.

SUMMARY

Literature concerning the reliability and validity of the cur
rent diagnostic classification system (DSM II) was discussed.

The em

pirical evidence for the efficacy of this system is poor, indicating
that it at best has a limited capacity (Frank, 1975).

These discourag

ing findings have caused a decline of interest in and animosity for
classification and psychodiagnosis (Tolor, 1973; Thorne, 1973; and Ullman & Krasner, 1969).

This occurs at a time when other authors call for

renewed and energetic investigation for revisions of older systems of
psychodiagnosis and classification systems and for the creation of new
more autonomous systems (Phillips & Draguns, 1971; Thorne, 1973; Weiner,
1972; Wachtel, 1973).
Millon (1969) put forth a nosological system intended to avoid
many of the criticisms of contemporary diagnostic systems by creating a
single theory of personality from which the major varieties of psycho
pathology can be derived logically.

The major constructs of the per

sonality theory relate to concepts first presented by Freud (styles of
instrumental behavior) and Skinner (sources of reinforcement), and which
incorporate recent research.

This personality classification scheme has

two dimensions (style of instrumental behavior and sources of reinforce
ment) which combine to yield eight basic personality patterns.
In this study, styles of instrumental behavior (Active and Pas
sive) and two of four sources of reinforcement (Independent and
60
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Dependent) in Millon's theory were examined to test their validity in a
competitive task.

The task was designed to simultaneously present

opportunities to the subject for displaying either Active or Passive
style of instrumental behavior (PERFORMANCE trials) and to choose either
an Independent or Dependent source of reinforcement (EVALUATION trials).
A pool of undergraduate males were screened with the MI-SRI
(Form P), a self-report inventory designed from Millon’s theory (Millon,
1975),

Forty individuals having the ten highest scores on the ACTIVE-

INDEPENDENT, ACTIVE-DEPENDENT, PASSIVE-INDEPENDENT and PASSIVE-DEPENDENT
personality scales, respectively, were selected as subjects.

Ten other

individuals who had taken the MI-SRI (Fori P) were selected at random to
compromise a control group.
Results of the study indicate, first of all, that with the pres
ent population sample, test reliability estimates of the MI-SRI (Form P)
are low.

However, it was possible to statistically discriminate between

subjects on the personality scales selected and that the subjects per
formed differentially on parts of the task devised to test Millon's per
sonality dimensions.

Second of all, two-way analyses of variance indi

cated that the task appropriately discriminated between subjects on the
INDEPENDENT-DEPENDENT dimension (jd < .001) but did not discriminate
between subjects or the ACTIVE-PASSIVE dimension.

These results offer

partial support for Millon's personality theory.
Although these data are not in complete agreement with Millon's
theory, it does seem that an important dispositional trait for the
understanding of personality has been illuminated.

Millon's theory

offers an interesting compromise with the traditional trait theories,
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recently criticized.

Millon's theory offers the opportunity to read

dress the utility of trait theory, provide an answer to logical criti
cisms of DSM II and address the "uniformity myth" existent in clinical
psychology.

At a time when renewed interest in psychodiagnosis and

classification systems is warranted, further research on Millon's theory
seems necessary.

APPENDIX A

Stimulus Words for Performance Task in Trial Order

TRIAL

STIMULUS WORD

Practice

CHIMPANZEE

1

EMANCIPATION

2

AMERICAN

3

OPPONENT

4

RAILROAD

5

INTERSTELLAR

6

BEWILDERED

7

NORMALLY

8

ADDITIONAL

9

BATTLEGROUND

10

HIPPOPOTAMUS

11

MARRIAGE

12

FRATERNITY

13

DISAGREEMENT

14

PERCUSSION

15

UNIVERSITY
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APPENDIX B

Sample of instruction pages included in the subject's booklet
introducing performance and evaluation trials, and a sample evaluation
of performance form.

This is a PERFORMANCE trial. You are now to choose who
you would like to have perform the task by pushing the
appropriate response button.
1) -If you would like to do the task, press the
PERFORMER button marked CAPTAIN;
-Tear off this sheet and proceed to do the task
until the red light at the top of the panel
signals you to stop work.
-Count the number of words made and dial that
number onto the light columns;
-Wait about 10 seconds, then turn the light
columns OFF.
-Proceed with the next trial when the appropri
ate label is lit on the response panel;
-Begin by tearing off the work sheet and plac
ing it in the box to your side;
-Then read the next set of instructions.
2) -If you would like the assistant to do the task
press the PERFORMER button marked ASSISTANT;
-Sit quietly until the red light comes on.
-Shortly thereafter, the number of words the
assistant made will be communicated to you by
way of the light columns.
-Proceed with the next trial when the appropri
ate label is lit on the response panel;
-Begin by tearing off both this sheet and the
following one and discard them;
-Then read the next set of instructions.
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This is an EVALUATION trial. You will not choose who
you would like to have provide feedback concerning
performance, by pressing the appropriate response
button.
1) -If you would like to provide the
feedback, press the EVALUATOR button marked
CAPTAIN:
-Tear off this sheet and fill out evaluation
form and wait for red light to come on.
-Proceed with the next trial when the appro
priate label is lit on the response panel;
-Begin by tearing off the completed evalua
tion form and placing it in the box to your
side;
-Then read the next set of instructions.
2) -If you would like the assistant to provide
feedback, press the EVALUATOR button marked
ASSISTANT;
-Sit quietly until the red light comes on.
-Proceed with the next trial when the appro
priate label is lit on the response panel;
-Begin by tearing off this sheet and the
following one and discard them;
-Then read the next set of instructions.

EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE FORM
□
□
□
□
□

EXCELLENT
GOOD
AVERAGE
BELOW AVERAGE
POOR

APPENDIX C

Subject's Instructions
This experiment is designed to test a task that may be used in
future experiments on management behavior. Today, we simply want you to
relax and perform a particular task for us. In order to maintain your
interest, let me remind you that a $10.00 cash prize is being offered,
for Captains in the experiment. The assistant will receive a fixed sum.
_______________ : you are to function as Captain and therefore will be
faced with the responsibility of making certain decisions throughout
this task. First, let me describe the task. On the table you will find
some pencils, an empty box, and a booklet designed to help guide you
through the task. There is also a response panel and two columns of red
lights that have numbers beside them.
I will now read the instructions as to what you will be doing
today. The assistant has a similar set of instructions, and is receiv
ing them now.
This task involves two types of trials. They are: Performance
trials and Evaluation trials. As Captain, and the individual who makes
choices, you can do all the tasks and evaluations if you wish, or have
the assistant do all of the tasks and evaluations if you wish. The book
let you have informs you whether the coming trial is a Performance trial
or an Evaluation trial and repeats the instructions before each trial in
the task.
I will now first explain the performance trial. I will begin a
performance trial by lighting the sign marked PERFORMER on the response
panel.
(LIKE THIS - E_ turns light on) You will then choose whom you
would like to have perform the task by pressing either the CAPTAIN or
ASSISTANT buttons to the right of the PERFORMER label. If you would
like to perform the task, press the button marked CAPTAIN; if you would
like the assistant to perform the task, press the button marked ASSIS
TANT. You will repeat this for each trial. Your choice will be commu
nicated to the assistant on his control panel. YOU MUST MAKE YOUR
CHOICE BEFORE YOU CAN LOOK AT THE TASK, NOR CAN YOU LOOK AT A TASK WHILE
THEY PERFORM.
For all trials on which you choose to have the assistant per
form, first indicate this by pressing the ASSISTANT button, then sit and
wait until the red light on the control panel goes off.
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For each trial on which YOU choose to perform, first press the
CAPTAIN button, then, after you have torn off the PERFORMANCE TRIAL
INSTRUCTION SHEET, which you will find in the booklet, you will see a
common word written in bold letters on the next page, which you will use
to play a dictionary game. You will have 60 seconds to make the great
est number of words from this common word. The words you make must be
at least three letters in length and you may use the letters in the
original word as often as you like. Write the words you make directly
onto the booklet. At the end of 60 seconds, the red light at the top of
the panel, which will be used for timing trials intervals, will go off,
signaling you to stop work.
When you have completed the dictionary task, count the number of
words you have made and communicate this result to the assistant and the
experimenter. Do this by dialing in the number of words produced on the
light columns to the left. For example, if you have made 11 words, dial
a 1 into the first column of lights (like this) and a 1 into the second
column of lights (like this). If you made 8 words, dial a 0 into the
first column of lights (like this) and an 8 into the second column (like
this). This number will be displayed to both the assistant and the
experimenter. After about 10 seconds, reset the dials to the OFF posi
tion. (]3 turns lights off.) At this point, after you have made the
number selection and reset the dials to the OFF position, you are to
take the sheet with the words on it and place it in the box to the right
Your next step is to wait for either a PERFORMANCE or EVALUATOR light to
be lit, which will begin the trial.
Remember, if you choose the assistant to perform, you are to sit
quietly until the red light on the control panel goes off. Shortly
thereafter, the number of words the assistant made will be shown to you
on the column of lights to your left, and again either a Performer or
Evaluator light will be lit, signaling you to begin another trial. You
are then to tear out two sheets in the booklet and discard them in the
wastebasket. At this point, you will see in your booklet an introduc
tion and instructions for the next trial.
Let me remind you that the instructions are restated for you
before each performance trial in the booklet, and you may read these
instructions each time if you wish. Any questions at this point?
I will now explain the EVALUATOR trial. We are also interested
in how well you perceive yourself and the assistant to be doing relative
to others in the experiment. Therefore, periodically between perfor
mance trials, you as Captain will notice that the EVALUATOR label on the
response panel will come on (like this)— signaling an evaluation trial.
This will correspond to the appearance in the instruction booklet of
instructions for an evaluation trial.
When this occurs, you are to choose whom you would like to have
provide feedback concerning performance, by pressing either the CAPTAIN
or ASSISTANT button to the right of the evaluator label on the response
panel.
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If you would like to provide the feedback, press the button
marked CAPTAIN; if you would like the assistant to provide the feedback,
the button marked ASSISTANT. Your choice will be immediately communi
cated to the assistant on his control panel.
To make an evaluation, tear off the evaluation trial instruc
tions sheet and, immediately below, you will find an EVALUATION OF PER
FORMANCE FORM. You are then to check one of the spaces marked EXCEL
LENT, GOOD, AVERAGE, BELOW AVERAGE c>r POOR, depending on how well you
believe the present cumulative performance compares to those of other
people who participate in this experiment. We simply want an impression
about this.
If you choose to provide the feedback (evaluation), complete the
form, then wait for the red light to go off. Another sign, either EVAL
UATOR or PERFORMER, will be lit on the response panel. Tear off the
completed form and place in the box to the right. In your booklet you
should see a sheet introducing and presenting instructions for the next
trial.
If you choose for the assistant to provide the feedbackevaluation, sit and wait until the red light goes off. Another sign,
either EVALUATOR or PERFORMER, will then be lit on the response panel.
You are to then tear out TWO sheets in the booklet and discard them in
the wastebasket. At this point you will see in your booklet an introduc
tion and instructions for the next trial.
At the completion of the experiment, you will be allowed to see
all the evaluations the assistant has made, if any.
Again, these instructions are restated for you before each eval
uation trial in the booklet. You may read instructions each time if you
wish. Are there any questions at this point?
I would now like to review what you will be doing today. Your
task will begin with either a PERFORMER or EVALUATOR on the response
panel coming on. You will choose who will perform the particular task,
(as the CAPTAIN) or the ASSISTANT, by pressing the appropriate button on
the response panel. After you press a response button, the red light at
the top of the response panel will be illuminated signifying that the
time interval for the particular task has begun— 60 seconds will be
alloted for the performance trials and 20 seconds for the evaluator
trials. At the end of the time period, the red light will go off signal
ing that work is to stop. If you do a PERFORMANCE trial, you will count
the number of words on the response sheet and transmit that result to
the assistant and experimenter via the column of lights on the left. If
you choose for the assistant to do a PERFORMANCE trial, you will wait
until the red light goes off and then feedback from assistant will be
provided. Another trial will then be initiated.
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On EVALUATION trials, you will again decide if you are to make
the evaluation of performance or your assistant. If you choose to eval
uate the performance, complete the form. If you choose for the Assis
tant to evaluate performance, sit quietly, the evaluation he makes will
be given to you at the end of the experiment. After the evaluation is
made, the red light will go off and then the PERFORMANCE or EVALUATOR
labels will be lit signaling the beginning of another task.
This task involves two types of trials. These are performance
trials and evaluation trials. As Captain, and the individual who makes
choices, you can do all the tasks and evaluations if you wish or have
the assistant do all of the tasks and evaluations if you wish. The
booklet you have informs you whether the coming trial is a performance
trial or an evaluation trial and repeats the instructions before each
trial in a task. Any questions?
We will begin the task with a practice trial. If you would now
tear off the top sheet of your booklet, under which you will find a page
marked PRACTICE TRIAL. Under this page is a common word which you are
to use to make words of at least three letters in length. You will have
60 seconds to perform this task. The task will begin when the red light
goes on.
As Captain, you will not have the choice in this practice trial.
You will perform the task. However, each subsequent trial you will have
the opportunity to choose either the Captain or Assistant. Let me
remind you again that this is only a practice trial. When you complete
the practice trial, provide feedback using the light columns, turn them
off, tear out the sheet, place it in the box, and proceed with the next
trial.
Let me again remind you that the instructions for each type of
trial are available to you and will run in sequence in the booklet.
Likewise, remember you as Captain are competing with other Captains for
a cash prize. You will be observed throughout the experiment by an
experimenter who is seated behind the one-way mirror. He will be there
only to see that things run smoothly.
The red light will come on signaling the beginning of the Prac
tice Trial in just a few seconds. Any questions?

APPENDIX D

Table 15
Correlations of Subjects' Estimated Ability and Practice Trial
Performance with Performance Trial Choices and
Practice Trial Choices
Subjects' Estimated
Ability

Practice Trial
Performance

Performance
Trial Choices

-.0594

-.0279

Evaluation
Trial Choices

-.1978

-.1510

Table 16
Covariate Analyses for Performance Trials
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